
Stacey B. Dwyer, P.E. 

Associate Director 

NPDES Permits and TMDLs Branch 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Region 6 

1445 Ross Avenue 

Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Re: Interim Objection to Preliminary Draft Permit a!'d.Request fo(Additionallnformation 

Georgia Pacific Crossett LLC- Crossett Paper Operations 

NPDES Pefmit No. AR0001210 AFIN 02-00013 

Dear Ms. Dwyer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to. resp<inqJq yo~rle!ter of May l9,2017 in regard to the referenced 

facility. I have attempted to provide addid~~a.l inf~rll\~tit;>n and clarifl~.ation about the facility's 

treatment plant and its ef(l~ent discharge locations. Foi'ciarity, I hav.i'r~printed your questions in 

italicized bold type with}?yrr~spb~~<;below e~¢h questi6)1; 

. . 

• The proposed permit (foes nllt(lppear to foiiow the CWA requirements in the manner in which 

it describes why technpf(Jgy ~dsedJI(tl(ts apply:above Mossy Lake and water quality based 

·limit;d~hiy bi!IPw Mossy Lake. Pursuant to CWA303{b}(1}(c};40 CFR 122.44(d), the facility is 

1 

. required to meettech.f10iog~ based limits as well as other applicable limits needed to meet 

water quality standards priafiq.~(scharge to the receiving stream. Based on Mossy Lake being 

the r~~~iving stream, bi>tb technola~ybased limits and water quality based limits should apply 

prior ti> 'iliscf!arge into th~t:water bocJy, and there should be no. treatment technology below 

the dischar~e to Mossy Lak~·.: · 

Response: Coffee Creek above [Xl~ssy Lake and Mossy Lake are classified for agricultural and industrial 

uses:Qnly.; p'(imary.cqntact recre~tion'an.Mishery uses·.are not attainable pursuant: to 40 CFR 131.10 (g) 

[se.~ a!ta~he'd·i\;~iir:4~;:,:(Qsll'l~ti~,t'r;orn' My~~.ri K~~Ji6~;' Eli~~~tbr'~ater:Milryagem~ht Division·(9W) to 

Pa.'ul!y]e~iis; Dir~~~~ pft,lie Arka~~~~ qi;pa~liii~ni ot P.G'IIuhi>h c;~~thih1ri~ Ec<>)qg)ij: iitii:Q f.las, assigne<;l 
' .' ' '-. • ' .' ~- ; , ~' ', . ' ., • i I ' '- o .'' •• - : •_ cv,.· ' 1-., ' • ,•\ •,, ;•· ' • j • • 

iechrtol!lgy based effluent limits J'TB~J!'•)·tb'tr~ ms~Hargil'{i'oi'<l ma;atir'l,ti0(\ba~i)'l (/t,~ra}ibh:B'asi.n: ... ; 

oCttall) ~caus~ ieEL}s·are P,lo,tei~t~~;of!curtalii:d~~i~~\.te~\i{e~ a$~iM'e~i~~i,1o$~y.lal<;;and co/f.~e :" 

qeeK y pshea m ,of ,lVJos~y.J~ke. ·, s;if~.;·_Mil_s~Y.+~.ke; i,S'thii f~il!:,i;tep lnltli~ tr~e;~t~"'~~.!ts~stam, water' qua I ity 
based ef(luert limilp (WQBEL's) are,~pplii:abl~ atthe discharge to Coffee Creek from Mossy rake, (Mossy 
lake outfall).:''.' '· ' · · ';< ,t:;:-· , . . ... · ·· · · · · · :. ·· · · ·· · .. · · · · · · 

• ' ' ' • ·~ ·• .• : •• : '• :.·,.··. • .• '·.· ,'., .... .-.. . l·.· " 
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In addition, the permit requires monitoring at the discharge from th~ Aeration Basin Outfall because 

when the Ouachita River at Felsenthal L&D is 62ft msl the effluent weir at the Mossy Lake Outfall is 

flooded and samples are not attainable at the Mossy Lake Outfall. From 1984 to 2016, the Mossy Lake 

Outfall was inundated' approximately 43% of the time. Therefore, the Aeration Basin Outfall is the logical 

monitoring point to insure that the TBEL's are met. For these reason;, TBEL's are appropriate for the 

Aeration Basin Outfall, andWQBEL's apply at the Mossy Lake Outfall. 

• Application of water quality based limits below Mossy Lake could suggest thatADEQ does not 

consider ,Mossy Lake. the receiving stream, but part of the !acUity's wastewater treatm'!nt 

·system. The current proposed Permit does not appear t'!,Silpport this approach nor does it 

indicate that· Mossy Lake has received a waste treatmeiJ(system exclusion 1,1nder (10 CfR 

122.2. If ADEQ believes Mossy Lake is an excluderJ wi;rst~'tieatment system, addition 

documentation should be added to show that the water body!~was designed to meet the 
,;,'' ','-, ''''"" 

requirements of [the] CWA" as req«ired by tht#:,l'egulations. 

Response: Pursuant to 40 CFR 122.2, waste treatine~tsystems are excluded fro") waters of the United 

States by definition. GP's process flow diagram, submittedwith the application, cleaHy shows that 

Mossy Lake is part of its waste treatmeqt system. ADEQ does .. nofhave any informatidrithat Mossy Lake 

is not part of the facility's treatment syste~:Pri~~permits ha~e:applied WQBEL's at the Mossy Lake 

Outfall. ADEQ issUed permits circa 1992, 2004, 20~aand modificatl(/ns in 2011 and 2015 that treated 

Coffee Creek and Mossy Lake as part of the lreatm~ntsYstem. EPA r~Viewed and concurred with these 

permits, suggesting that,EpA ~~~not consider Cbffee Cre~k.~bov~Mo;Wlake and Mossy Lake the 

receiving stream, but part•bf th~ facility's treatment syst~m!ADEObelieves that the cu'rrent proposed 

Permit does not change this,approach. 

• The proP.osed Permit does !)bt'clearly delineate >1/here the facility's waste treatment system 

lies In relcitttin to Coffee Creek upstrectmof/VIossy Lake. GP has stated the mill's effluent 

· channel which ~o~~eys the ef!l«ent throu~liout the system is completely separate from Coffee 

Creek The propos~d Permit shblJ(d indicate the location of the effluent channels and the 

locaiio'il..o! Coffee Creek,lnc/uding·any information evidencing GP's separation of the two, 
'',''_'·---.. .._,·_·_--_,_ -·_· 

.such as bEU'ms or structure§' installed to avoid communication between the effluent channels 

•. and C~fie~Cteek during fl()'od events. . . . 
. . ... ,_,-, ' 

Respo~se:.GP's effluent c~nveya~ce channel (conveyance channel) which conveys ihe efflu'ent' 

throughout the system is coniplei~ly separate from Coffee Creek uhtil it enters the upper r~a~hes of 

Mossylak~:'F.Iows from the conv~yance channel and Coffee Creek converge in the upper reaches of the 

final treatme'nt unit, Mossy Lake. The conveyance channel extending from the Aeration Basin Oulfall to 

the upper r~aches of Mossy Lake is a man'made conveyance that is separated fror(l Coffee Creek to its 

east by a'berm·(excavated ;oil frorJ1' cpnstruction oft he ditch) a~ leasi until the()urcllita Riverr~~ches . 

the 65 f't ,;,sl stage .at Feisenthal L&D imd Mossy Lake. floods. As theCluachjta River rises above the 65ft· 

msl stage ,afFel~enthal L&D, the berm separating the conveyance channel and Coffee Cr~ek;;,ill be~om·e · , 

sub!l'e'rged1 .m~ving the separ~tion point upstream wlththe dsingwater. Acc6rding tb G~ •. a~ tlie . .·.· ', •·. 

Ouach.i\a River reaches near the 80ft msl stage at Felsenthal L&D, the Ouachita River will exteh.d almost •. . . . . ' ' . . ' . . . 
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to the Aeration Basin Outfall, and the upper reaches of Mossy Lake Will be under about 15ft of water. 

Therefore, Coffee Creek and the conveyance channel communicate during flood events that reach a 

level significantly higher than the 65ft msl stage at Felsenthal L&D, and it is not feasible to separate 

them at those higher river levels. 

Sincerely, 

Robert E. Blanz, PhD, P.E. 

Acting Senior Operations Manager 

Office of Water Quality 

Cc: Caleb J. Osborne, Associate Director, ADEQ Office'of Water Quality 

Enclosure 
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